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A THREAT? to the NATIONAL? SECURITY?
17 February 2001
On the background of stormy political developments, rank-and-file citizens have recently heard unusual expressions: “the national security”, “a threat to the national security”. Last
Sunday, the Secretary of the National Security and Defence Council used the studios of two national T.V. channels to lavishly quote the Concept of Ukraine’s National Security.
The brazen tones of his voice and the text of the Concept with substantial highlighting emphasised the seriousness of preparations for the air, and the length of the interview
pointed to the importance of the guest's words for a special category of viewers.
After the programme finished, there remained a sensation of incompleteness and anxiety. Maybe because Yevhen Kyrylovych [Marchuk] read some provisions of the Concept but
omitted (and even forgot to highlight) other sections, more important for the nation in the present situation. Possibly because he did not distinguish between essentially different
notions – “national security” and “state security”. And, finally, because it is the NSDC Secretary who must present a draft of the new Concept of Ukraine’s National Security by the
July 1st this year. We dare hope that that will be a draft Concept of the national, not state security, which will first address the interests of citizens and society, and only then – of
the state.
Why did threats to the national security come in handy? It is likely that, while searching for legal grounds to contain the protests, state officials retrieved not only the Land Code
but also the Constitution. Indeed, the Basic Law hints at the possibility of limiting civil rights and freedoms, dealing with the “use of information”, “unification into political parties
and public organisation”, “gatherings, meetings, marches and demonstrations”, “strikes” — “in the interests of the national security”. Relevant provisions are stipulated in articles 34,
36, 39 and 44 of the Constitution. If the actions of protesters are categorised as a threat to the national security, the range of possible countermeasures may be greatly expanded.
Unfortunately (or fortunately), there are no legitimate grounds for this. Each of the mentioned articles of the Constitution contains one provision: the rights and freedoms may be
restricted only pursuant to the law. There is no such law in Ukraine. It was drafted by the specialised committee of the Verkhovna Rada, but the draft law “On the National
Security of Ukraine”, which (among other things) suggested criteria of classifying specific actions (events) as a threat to the national security, was crossed out from the short list.
The only document that at least roughly elaborates the idea of a threat to the national security is the Concept (State Policy Fundamentals) of Ukraine’s National Security quoted
by Yevhen Marchuk. But the Concept is not a law, it was enacted by a resolution the Verkhovna Rada, and this is well known to the NSDC staff. (Its employees resorted to that
argument when Parliament was considering laws running contrary to the Concept.)
Despite certain shortcomings, the 1997 version of the Concept presents a sound basis for creating a system of national security in Ukraine. All state structures should work
precisely in this direction. And attempts at analysing the protest actions on the basis of an expansive and selective (with respect to application) interpretation of threats to the
national security and excerpts from the Concept are dangerous for society and fraught with the following problems.
First. The list of priority national interests of Ukraine present in the Concept opens with the “creation of civil society, raising the effectiveness of state power and local self-
government bodies, development of democratic institutions for guaranteeing human rights and freedoms”. Regrettably, this part of the document was not quoted in the studio:
the actions of the opposition are meant to attain, among other, the said goal, and this presents a basis for dialogue with the authorities, with a view to constructive solutions.
Second. The Concept of National Security does not exclude, but rather presumes active participation of citizens in the containment of socially dangerous phenomena. The section
titled “The powers of the main subjects of the system of national security” reads (again, in the first line): “…Ukrainian citizens … at elections, referenda, through other forms of
direct democracy, the bodies of state power and local self-government express their view of Ukraine’s national interests, the means and ways of their protection and see them
fulfilled, and voluntarily, in the course of exercise of their constitutional duties… draw the attention of the public and state institutes to dangerous phenomena and processes in
various spheres of the country’s life (emphasis added)”. Elections and referenda do not take place every year, and their scenario is known in advance, there is no mechanism for
recalling people’s deputies who have not justified the public trust, and the role of the representative branch (including Parliament) is very limited; thus direct democracy is not
productive. In 99.6% of cases, turning to “bodies of state power and local self-government” is a waste of time (those who don’t believe can become convinced by sending a letter
with “their view of Ukraine’s national interests” to the Cabinet of Ministers or a village council). In most cases, letters work when expected or initiated by the authorities, and we
hear the tough demands of our compatriots to implement something, or wrathful calls of veterans (who have never seen a computer) to stop slanderous campaigns against the
authorities in the Internet. Mechanisms of influence on the authorities via mass media, political parties or courts are also ineffective: mass media, with few exceptions, are
controlled by the authorities (directly or indirectly); parties are many, they are weak, and the authorities encourage their cloning; while the judicial system reliably protects the
rights and liberties of a handful of people. The conclusion is clear: internal feedback mechanisms, called upon to ensure social stability and prevent erroneous actions by the
authorities, have not yet matured in Ukraine. Given the fact that power is overly concentrated in the hands of the President, the present crisis is not the last one. Crises will
repeatedly emerge in all spheres, irrespective of personalities. Here, again, lies a basis for dialogue with the people who propose redistribution of presidential powers in favour of
Parliament and the Government.
Third. We cannot agree with the characterisation of foreign press reports as “information expansion against Ukraine”. Information campaigns against Ukraine are not a novelty,
they accompany virtually all arms contracts. But in this case, when the internal mechanisms of society were unable to prevent political confrontation, and the authorities continue
to act immorally with respect to the citizenry, external pressure in fact presents the only way of correcting the situation for the benefit of the state and entire society. And if
someone permits himself to “wipe his feet with Ukraine”, this is the fault of our authorities, for up until now foreign “voices” and the PACE treated our country and its leadership
more than tolerantly. One should not react to unpleasant statements and publications over-sensitively; in most cases they sincerely wish to help us, and we should appreciate this.
It would be worse if they forgot about our very existence.
Fourth. The Concept defines the basic principles of national security; the list begins with “priority of human rights; supremacy of the law; priority of negotiated (amicable) means
of conflict resolution; adequacy of measures for the protection of the national interests to the real and potential threats”. According to the Concept, “concrete means and ways of
ensuring Ukraine’s national security are conditioned by the priority of national interests, the necessity of timely actions adequate to the character and scale of threats to those
interests”. We are sure to face problems here, too. Having made a declaration about the unacceptability of forceful options, in reality, the authorities precisely adhere to forceful
(and in no way amicable) approaches.
The adequacy of the approach is also doubtful, since none of the state structures, including the NSDC, which is required by law to monitor threats, actually monitor real threats
(let alone potential ones). In such a situation, developments are inevitably met with by a hasty reaction, which sometimes brings inadequate assessments and actions. In
emergency situations, the authorities often act the way they did after the Chernobyl accident: at first, we are deceived, and everything is denied; later, piecemeal information
appears, and in the end, there appears a late confession, but none of the top executives bears responsibility for concealing information or publication of inaccurate information.
This is exactly the way that the Ministry of Defence behaved last year, when a rocket hit a block of flats in Brovary town; this is how law-enforcement bodies dealt and continue
to deal with the body of journalist Georgii Gongandze and the cassettes of Major Mykola Melnychenko. If the proposals of Parliament and the protesters to toughen control over
the activity of the military and law-enforcement structures are not taken into account, the situation will reproduce itself, irrespective of the personalities involved.
Fifth. According to the Concept, “the main subjects of national security are: the citizen — his rights and freedoms; society — its spiritual and material values; and the state — its
constitutional system, sovereignty, territorial integrity and inviolability of borders”. Proceeding therefrom, the actions of protest and encampments are unlikely to threaten national
security.
This conclusion is supported by the results of a sociological survey conducted by the Razumkov Centre between the February 14 and 16. When asked “Who is endangered by the
action “Ukraine Without Kuchma”, whose participants pitched a camp in the Khreshchatyk, and by the activity of the National Salvation Forum that united representatives of the
opposition?”, 1036 Kyivites answered: Ukrainian citizens — 16.5%; society as a whole— 16%; state power bodies — 9.5%; President Leonid Kuchma and individual state officials
whose voices are allegedly recorded on the tapes of Major Melnychenko — 38.5%; nobody — 23.1% (1.6% gave their own version, 10.3% did not reply).
But the authorities hold a dissenting opinion. As to the security of citizens, they are concerned with the possible frostbite and colds of people, the cross-eye of students who come
to demonstrations in masks, an increase in the population of rodents, epidemics and the restriction of public access to bookstalls. As for the threat to public values, officials most
of all dislike the “small architectural forms” (tents) of protesters, which do not "fit" well into the picturesque harmony of “cultural, historic and sanctuary zones”. The nearby stalls
(with vegetables and consumer goods) fit well, the huge millennium arch and the stage [erected by city authorities on Khreschatyk for the New Year holiday] match perfectly,
dozens of mini-bars and mini-pubs pitched in the Khreshchatyk in the days of Christmas – equally, but the tents of protesters are a categorical no-no. This seems illogical and
raises thorny questions. For instance, should the ruling of the Starokyivskyi court be construed so that Kyivites will never again see in the “sanctuary” of Khreshchatyk thousand-
strong demonstrations of the working class (before the state leaders standing on a platform); columns of roaring and puffing armoured vehicles (weighing many tons); thousands
of marching servicemen, including airmen in grummets (for they resemble masks, as well)? Probably, all of us, and first of all – the authorities, should stop before the red line,
beyond which lies the way to a gulf. In reality, most threats to the national security (in the political, economic, social and information spheres) today originate either from the
authorities or are provoked by their erroneous acts (or inaction). The immorality of the authorities is the source of real threats to the national security of the country.
Sixth. The “Address” to the Ukrainian people published on February 13th also contains mention of “a real threat to the national security of the state” (the term “national security”
should not be placed next to the word “state”, but this was probably done inadvertently by [presidential] aids). Some provisions of the “Address” directly relate to the subject of
this publication.
The “Address” contains assessments we find difficult to quarrel with, for instance: “…what goes on in Ukraine, strikes us with its cynicism, neglect of the norms of law and
morality — discrediting of statesmen, politicians and political forces, blackmailing of the authorities, manipulation of the public opinion”. It is enough to watch the Sunday
programme “7 Days” on UT-1 – the First National T.V. channel – to become convinced of how true these words are. There, you will find everything: the “cynicism”, the “neglect of
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the norms of law and morality”, the “discrediting” of people’s deputies, members of the Government (sometimes – Parliament or the Government as a whole), the political forces
represented in the Verkhovna Rada and the Government.
As for the “manipulation of the public opinion”, the First National channel is again the nomination leader. UT-1 is especially bright and inventive during elections, referenda,
aggravation of relations between the branches of power. And this poses a real threat to the national security of the country, which requires prompt reaction on the part of
Ukraine’s NSDC, since information-analytical programmes of UT-1 bear “signs of information war”, so disturbing for the signatories of the “Address”. Let me remind that the state
T.V. channel is financed from the Budget, that is, from our pockets. We should also not forget that in Ukraine, not only Ukrainian nationals watch T.V., but also foreign diplomats.
They will hardly understand how the European choice of Ukraine proclaimed by the President can go hand in hand with pieces shown on UT-1 clearly hostile toward the West, and
know-how the likes of “Is Europe an authority for us?” performed by V.Dolhanov.
State leaders worry that the actions of the opposition threaten “…the very existence of Ukraine, its territorial integrity…”. This concern is clearly exaggerated. Ukraine will not be
terminated, its territory will remain unviolated, and the borders – untouched. Even if “small architectural forms” fill all cultural-historic zones and preserves of the country, and Radio
Continent is licensed to broadcast on three channels of the wired radio.
Another detail ought to disturb us: another couple such television interviews, “Addresses” and, the Lord forbid, actions taken in the wake of the proposed perception of “threats to
the national security”, and Ukraine’s border will become so inviolable that the nation will find itself in isolation. Our leaders will visit only certain CIS countries, Iraq, Iran, Libya,
China and two or three other states. Meanwhile, serious partners, investors and ordinary tourists will avoid us.
The final part of the “Address” actually contains a request by the state leaders: “…Dear compatriots, we rely on your understanding, co-operation and support”. Compatriots
“understand” that the authorities have found themselves in a very awkward situation, and have led the people there with them. But those who think do not quite realise the tone
and, generally, the sense of such “Addresses”. Older people will remember that in the past, the authorities attempted to stir up anger and indignation against certain “public
enemies” — A.Solzhenitsyn, A.Sakharov, I.Brodski, etc. But then the authorities acted more consistently, and citizens really did show organised anger and mass indignation. This
time, “excited crowds” and “theatrical political shows” are actually being discourage, moreover – the authorities are threatening such actions with a “resolute response”. Something
does not make sense here… Compatriots are ready to come forward and “co-operate” with the authorities, if the authorities do not see the citizens exclusively as “deceived
dummies”. It is quite probable that many compassionate citizens will (again) “support” representatives of the present authorities. But for this, the authorities must at least learn to
tell the truth to the people, and do so in a timely fashion.
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